The Centre for Tax System Integrity (CTSI) is a specialised research unit set up as a partnership between the Australian National University (ANU) and the Australian Taxation Office (Tax Office) to extend our understanding of how and why cooperation and contestation occur within the tax system. This series of working papers is designed to bring the research of the Centre for Tax System Integrity to as wide an audience as possible and to promote discussion among researchers, academics and practitioners both nationally and internationally on taxation compliance.
Introduction
Complex societies require that we generalise trust to those who are not personally known to us in order to maintain social relations and to facilitate social action. While many bemoan loss of trust in institutions and government (Fattore, Turnbull & Wilson, 2003; Inglehart, 1997; Papadakis, 1999; Putnam, 2000; Wuthnow, 1998) , some have marvelled at how many of us arrive at 'a standing decision' to give others who we do not know 'the benefit of the doubt' (Putnam, 2000, p. 136 ). This applies not only to other individualsinstitutions attract similar good will. Even an institution like the Australian Taxation Office (Tax Office) enjoys community trust (Braithwaite & Reinhart, 2000) . However, the factors which influence people to trust those they do not know, or know little of, including those in government institutions, remain open to debate. Putnam's (1993) social capital thesis implies that generalised or social trust is developed through civic engagement and associational membership (Stolle, 2001 ), but does not distinguish different types of trust and whether they might be developed in different ways (Fattore et al., 2003) . More recently, Putnam (2000, p. 137) has stated that trust in government and its institutions is different from social trust, leaving us to conclude that it is developed in a different way. However, if trust is relational and generalisable (V. Braithwaite & Levi, 1998) , there is no reason why social trust cannot be extended to the impersonal others in government institutions. This paper uses survey data to explore the development of generalised or social trust in the Australian context in unknown persons and entities -strangers or impersonal others, and government institutions as examples of abstract systems. We focus on Putnam's social capital thesis to explore whether civic engagement and associational membership are major factors in the development of generalised or social trust, and whether this kind of trust spills over into trust in government institutions, specifically the Tax Office. We argue that the capacity to trust strangers, including those in government institutions, is initially developed in the family and generalised to strangers, including strangers in government institutions such as the Tax Office. Taxpayers have a relationship with the Tax Office (Braithwaite, 2003a) and trust is an important factor in building the relationship in such a way that citizens will cooperate and comply with the Tax Office (Braithwaite, 2003b) . We extend trust, assume goodwill, and make ourselves vulnerable until we have reason not to trust.
This paper is divided into three sections: a brief discussion of the literature, followed by the methods used for the empirical analyses, and a presentation of the findings. We find relevance in Putnam's ideas but with qualifications: that generalised trust develops from trust in familiar others and, in small part, from volunteering and engaging with the media, and that generalised trust extends to the impersonal others in government institutions.
A brief review of trust and social capital
There is as much debate about the value of the social capital thesis as there is about whether trust applies only to individuals or can be extended more broadly to groups and society in general. Putnam gives recognition to both sociological and psychological perspectives of trust. 'Trust itself is an emergent property of the social system, as much as a personal attribute. Individuals are able to be trusting (and not merely gullible) because of the social norms and networks within which their actions are embedded' (Putnam, 1993, p. 177) . Trust is the bridge between the personal and the social.
The reason for its importance is that trust is a vital ingredient not only in building the bridge to the broader community but because it facilitates social cooperation and helps to maintain social order, stability and solidarity (Misztal, 1996; Murphy, 2003; Offe, 1999; Putnam, 1993; Warren, 1999) . 'Social networks allow trust to become transitive and spread: I trust you, because I trust her and she assures me that she trusts you … Trust is an essential component of social capital … because … trust lubricates cooperation.' (Putnam, 1993, pp. 169-171) . Putnam (1995, p. 67) defines social capital as 'features of social organisation, such as networks, norms and social trust that facilitate coordination and cooperation for mutual benefit'. Trust appears to be the link between social networks and norms of reciprocity. In Putnam's thesis, social capital is developed in the social networks and social ties that people have with those they know, but more useful are the ties that people have with those they do not know because they expand one's horizons and form a 'bridge' to the broader community.
2 Putnam (1993) used social capital in his Italian study as a framework for examining institutional performance and determining the origins of good and effective government. He relates social trust to good government by explaining that if people trust that everyone else is honest and complying, they will comply too.
Trust is not an easy concept to define, and this difficulty has increased more recently with growing specialisation in the range of conceptualisations of trust (Misztal, 2001; Seligman, 1997) . We make no attempt here to explore all the meanings of trust -our emphasis is on the relational aspect of trust. Many suggest that trust is based on knowledge of either an individual or a collective, and expectations of future behaviour drawing on past experience (Hardin, 1998; Offe, 1999) . Hardin (1998) has emphasised the importance of knowledge for predicting the behaviour of actors, thereby providing a base for trusting some and not trusting others. Faith or belief in others goes beyond knowledge, however, and many regard this as the essence of trust (J. Pettit, 1998) . Recently, this idea has been expressed in terms of a willingness to make oneself vulnerable. It is 'mutual confidence that no party to an exchange will exploit another's vulnerability' (Misztal, 2001, p. 372) . Warren (1999, p. 1) maintains that 'trust involves a judgment, however implicit, to accept vulnerability to the potential ill will of others by granting them discretionary power over some good'. Under this conception of trust, there is an element of risk in trusting others and those with power may exploit that trust (J. Brennan, 1998; Pettit, 1998) .
Trust is conceptualised here in this broader sense. For better or worse, we trust those of whom we have little personal knowledge, and we are participants in the game of generalised trust. Generalised trust is important because if we extend trust only to those personally well known, we limit our social circle, our level of cooperation and our ability to share with and help others. Engagement only with those we know well can cut us off from a wide range of potentially beneficial interactions, and limit what the individual and society can achieve, both socially and economically (Putnam, 1993; Uslaner, 2002) . This is Putnam's reason for advocating networks of civic engagement which work across the community rather than confining our trust to the tight-knit bonds between family. This paper tests the development of generalised trust using Putnam's social capital thesis.
Why social trust and trust in institutions should be separated
The importance of family and intimate acquaintance for the development and maintenance of trust has had a long tradition in psychology (Delhey & Newton, 2002; Erikson, 1963; Misztal, 1996; Uslaner, 2002) . Stack (1978) highlighted two paths to trusting, one largely based on subjective feelings (affection, respect, reverence), the other on evidence from our experiences of the world.
Extending this line of thinking is Warren's (1999, p. 330 ) distinction between trust with cognitive or affective origins. Affective trust develops in love, friendship and parent/child relationships and emphasises shared interests (Warren, 1999) . Cognitive trust develops from 'judgments about the circumstances surrounding a trust relation [and is] especially relevant to trust relations with institutions, strangers, business associates, and political representatives' (Warren, 1999, pp. 330-331) . This type of trust allows institutions like the Tax Office to be trusted because people make judgments based on the knowledge they gain through social networks, the rules of an institution, the legitimacy of rules, and shared knowledge of those in the institution and the community. Warren (1999, p. 338) maintains that the opportunity to monitor and to challenge maintains trust, rather than the actual doing so. From this perspective, institutions make trust possible, and particularly those institutions that promote 'the important role of democratic discourse in mediating institutions by constantly testing, revising, invigorating, and communicating norms' (Warren, 1999, pp. 349-350) .
It is the cognitive trust that we would expect to be related to the social or generalised trust of social capital, where the engagement of people in their community would provide experience upon which to base judgments of the trustworthiness of impersonal others.
Social capital theory states that the trust developed from the personal experience of civic engagement is generalised to include those one does not know. In other words, there is a socialisation process where one learns to trust through the knowledge one gains through one's personal experiences and this is then generalised to the broader community.
According to Putnam (1993, p. 171) , 'the theory of social capital argues that associational membership should … increase social trust'. Participation in the community develops the capacity for social, or 'thin' trust. 'Thin' or 'generalised' trust can be described as 'a standing decision to give most people -even those whom one does not know from direct experience -the benefit of the doubt' (Putnam, 2000, p. 136) . This means that people in a community with strong social capital are not only more trusting of those they know ('thick' or particularised trust), but are also more trusting of those they do not know well, or do not know at all ('thin' or generalised trust). In Putnam's (1993, p. 173) (Boeckmann & Tyler, 1997) . Through such interactions people learn generalised trust and generalised reciprocity, both of which, according to Putnam (1993, p. 174) are dependent 'on reliable information about the past behavior and present interests of potential partners … the greater the communication (both direct and indirect) among participants, the greater their mutual trust'. Putnam (1993, p. 174) argues that the same effect cannot be sustained in vertically structured groups and organisations because the flow of information is less reliable and sanctions are less likely or able to be imposed from the bottom up. This is the case with vertical client-patron relationships which are based on 'dependence instead of mutuality'
and where the patron can exploit the relationship (Putnam, 1993 , p. 175). Further, Putnam (2000 stresses that even though different forms of trust may or may not be correlated with each other, theoretically they should be distinguished. 'Trust in government may be a cause or a consequence of social trust, but it is not the same thing as social trust' (Putnam, 2000, p. 137) . Others, too, maintain that trust in government or in institutions is different to the trust one has in other individuals (Hardin, 1998; Luhmann, 2000; Offe, 1999; Warren, 1999) .
So can we trust institutions?
The argument that trust in others in the community and trust in government are acquired in different ways does not preclude the possibility of common ground between them, although few have advanced this argument as such (for an exception see V. .
Indeed some go further to argue that one cannot have trust in inanimate objects and systems; rather one has confidence in them (Cohen, 1999; Luhmann, 1979; Offe, 1999; Seligman, 1997) . When referring to social groups in contrast to government institutions, the distinction is made between trust and confidence. Papadakis (1999, p. 88) found that 'high levels of interpersonal trust are associated with confidence in public institutions' (our emphasis).
But is this dismissal of common ground between social and institutional (political) trust premature? Are government institutions really inanimate in the minds of citizens? People may see an institution in two ways -an abstract system (for example, the police force, the education system, the government, the taxation system), or as a system run by and regulated by people who are also members of the community, and with whom they interact. If people see the institutions of government in more abstract terms it is less likely they would generalise social trust to institutions, rather they would have confidence in them. Alternatively, it may be that social trust can be extended to political institutions if people see the institution as a 'social group' which is part of their community and with which they identify through shared interests. While not conclusive, there is evidence to suggest that citizens personify their government and its agencies, particularly when things go wrong (see Hobson, 2002; Murphy, 2002; Murphy, 2003; Senate Economics References Committee, 2001) . That members of the community see their interaction with the Tax Office as relational is suggested in the common reference to the 'Tax Man' -a personification of the symbol, that is, the abstract system, negating its inanimate facade.
Recognition of the ways in which we construct relationships between government and ourselves is also implied by the 'psychological contract', carrying with it 'emotional ties and loyalties' (Feld & Frey, 2002) . This relationship or contract holds people to their promises, but must be two-way: government must keep its promises, the people theirs. A breach of the psychological contract can have serious consequences for compliance, including compliance with taxation obligations (Feld & Frey, 2002) .
For the relationship between community and government to function, the community has granted 'discretionary power' to the institutions of government (Warren, 1999) . However, the community's subservience is not unconditional; it does it with certain expectations of government and its institutions. Murphy (2003) captures this phenomenon when she quotes one tax scheme investor: 'Well, I don't trust them [the Tax Office] any more … they're not very well organised; they are running a reactionary-mode tax department' (our emphasis). Levi (1998, p. 88) describes the relationship between citizen and government as one of 'contingent consent'. This relies in part on citizens' perceptions of the trustworthiness of government, and 'mutual trust between government and citizen' (Levi, 1998, p. 88 ).
It is not only the community that personalises its relationship with the institutions of government. The reverse is also the case. Institutions do this publicly through their
Charters. The Tax Office released its Taxpayers' Charter in 1996 after extensive consultation with the Australian community. This document is a psychological or social contract rather than a legal contract. The Charter outlines the mutual rights and obligations of the Tax Office and the community with regard to the meeting of taxation obligations.
The reasons outlined above suggest that we may also consider the idea that people do trust in government institutions. We may extend trust to institutions because we have a relationship with the impersonal others who work there, as well as a psychological contract expressed on both sides. We may trust institutions because we have knowledge about them, or the opportunity to gather it if we choose, to make a judgment about an institution and come to a decision that it is trustworthy. That decision may be based on our assessment of the institution, our knowledge and our judgments of their competence and their ability to meet our expectations. This knowledge may be gained through our personal experience or the experience of others known to us. Or the initial trust we give to government institutions may be based on our ability to generalise our experiences from familiar environments to unfamiliar ones, from local institutions to those that are distant.
We acknowledge that people may view government institutions as abstract systems in which they have confidence rather than trust. However, people often do refer to government institutions in a personal and familiar way and give trust to these institutions.
Rather than trying to show that it is either trust or confidence that people have in government institutions, we aim to shed some light on whether citizens do relate to government institutions through their social relationships and consider these institutions to be part of the community.
Hypotheses
The main objective in this paper is to determine the factors which influence the development of trust in strangers and whether this extends to the development of trust in the Tax Office. We will explore this through three hypotheses.
Hypothesis 1: According to Putnam's social capital thesis, civic engagement and associational membership should predict trust in the community (social trust). (h) people you encounter downtown. The items were scored on a four-point scale from 1 = 'trust them a lot' to 4 = 'not trust them at all'. The items were recoded for analysis so that the higher the score the greater the trust in others. These questions measure trust developed through horizontal ties, that is, those involved are on a relatively equal social footing.
Institutional trust
Institutional trust was also measured using questions adapted from the Pew Research 
Trust scales
The seventeen items measuring trust in particular others, trust in strangers and trust in institutions were factor analysed with the purpose of developing a set of trust scales (see Uslaner, 2002 for a similar analysis). The results of a principal components factor analysis using varimax rotation are presented in Table 1 . Four scales representing trust of different kinds were used for further analyses: (a) trust in family and friends; (b) trust in strangers;
(c) trust in government institutions supplying services; and (d) trust in political institutions.
The items comprising each scale have factor loadings in bold in Table 1 . These results bear some similarity to the analysis of United States survey data by Uslaner (2002), confirming a separation of trust in strangers and trust in family and friends, that is, social and particularised trust. Unlike Uslaner, however, we found that government institutions divided into two factors -those departments supplying services and who are visible at the local community level, and those more remote, less recognisable and more preoccupied with the business of politics.
Independent variables

Social capital variables
The measurement of social capital has been, and remains, problematic (Cohen, 1998; Levi, 1996; Paxton, 1999; Putnam, 2000) . The micro/macro issues are of particular concern.
Social capital is not an individual attribute, but it can be measured at both the individual and the collective level. This study relies on individual measures of social capital concepts.
In other words, individuals were asked about their own levels of participation and engagement in society. Table 2 .
3
Civic engagement was measured at two levels -whether or not one ever engaged in the activity and whether or not one regularly engaged in the activity. Within social capital theory, the inference is that regular engagement in activities with the same people builds capacity to trust. But sometimes regular engagement is practically unlikely. For example, protests or demonstrations are unlikely to be regular activities for most people. Thus, we measured both exposure to activities as well as regularity of engagement. A further advantage of this approach was that comparing measures enabled us to determine whether frequency of engagement was of consequence. In order to collect information on both 3 Putnam (1993) has treated interest in the news as an indicator of civicness. He included only newspaper readership in his Italian study because in Italy it was the 'medium with the broadest coverage of community affairs' but acknowledged that in the modern world other mass media also feature in carrying the news to the community (1993, p. 92). In Australia, people keep up with local, national and international news via television, newspapers and radio so all three forms of media were included in this study. We acknowledge that studies have shown that the mass media, particularly television, can have a negative effect on people (Jeffres, Atkin & Neuendorf, 2002) . However, other studies have shown the opposite or a nil effect on both political and social activity, and highlight that newspaper readership strongly predicts political and social involvement (Jeffres, Atkin & Neuendorf, 2002) .
exposure and regularity, respondents were asked to indicate how much time they had spent participating in activities over the last six months ('never', 'sometimes', 'monthly', 'weekly' or 'daily').
Developing civic engagement indices
Eight multi-item indices were formed to measure civic engagement -four indices represented exposure to personal/leisure, democratic participation, volunteering and the media and four represented regularity of engagement in these four types of activity.
Measures of exposure to civic engagement were formed by dichotomising frequency of exposure into 'never' versus 'sometimes', 'monthly', 'weekly', 'daily'. To obtain measures of regularity of civic engagement, the data were again dichotomised into 'never' and 'sometimes' versus 'monthly', 'weekly', 'daily'. Each index was calculated through counting the number of activities to which the respondent had been exposed (or which were performed regularly). It should be emphasised that the measure was oriented to assessing diversity of participation (the number of different activities) not intensity of participation in some or any one activity. Our objective was to differentiate between the number of regular activities a person engaged in as opposed to the number of exposures to activity a person had. (The items comprising each of the indices are listed in Table 2 .) 
Findings
Relationships between the trust variables
The results in Table 3 The results of the correlational analysis between the four trust scales, the single item trust in the Tax Office and the eight civic engagement indices appear in Table 4 . In general, the regular civic engagement indices were more highly correlated with the trust measures than were the exposure measures, thus supporting the notion that repeated contact with others outside one's intimate group builds social trust. As Putnam would predict, regular civic engagement and associational membership had most impact on social trust (trust in strangers). Moreover, civic engagement had little relationship to trust in government institutions. The central issue to emerge from the correlational analysis concerns the role of the civic engagement variables, specifically, regular civic engagement.
They predict trust in strangers, but not institutional trust, but they also are associated with trust in friends and family. There is a consistent pattern of correlation between trust in family and friends and civic engagement. This raises the question of whether trust in strangers is directly associated with trust in family and friends or whether it is primarily shaped by civic engagement.
In setting up a causal model for testing, it seems implausible that civic engagement would boost trust in friends and family. It is more plausible that a lack of trust in one's intimate circle reflects social breakdown/stress of some kind which, in turn, would deplete resources for civic engagement. Without measures of all the variables in this causal chain, trust in family and friends and civic engagement are best conceptualised as covariates in this study. Thus, we are assuming that although related, trust in family and friends and civic engagement will each have an influence in their own right on trust in strangers. Trust in strangers, in turn, should be generalisable to trust in institutions, possibly mediated by civic engagement.
Structural equation model
To continue our analysis and test for relationships among the civic engagement and trust variables, we constructed a structural equation model using Analysis of Moment Structures (AMOS) (see Figure 1) .
The model tested here focuses on one political institution, the Tax Office. 4 The AMOS procedure is used to test for links between civic engagement and the different kinds of trust, from trust in family and friends through trust in strangers, through trust in service oriented institutions through trust in the Tax Office. Prior to arriving at this model, several models were tested in which civic engagement (indices used individually and as a set) was postulated as mediating the trust in strangers-trust in institutions relationship. None of these models had acceptable goodness-of-fit indices and therefore they were set aside in favour of the model presented in Figure 1 .
Figure 1: Regular engagement and trust model
Overall, support was found for the idea that civic engagement built trust in strangers. Of significance in the findings, once we had controlled for civic engagement, was considerable support for the generalisation of trust hypothesis. If one trusts those close to them, they are more likely to trust strangers. In turn, one is more likely to trust service institutions. If one trusts service institutions, one is more likely to trust the Tax Office.
What is remarkable from Figure 1 is that civic engagement has only a minor part to play in the development of trust in strangers and the impersonal others in government institutions.
By far the strongest path to trust in strangers originates from trust in family and friends and not from civic engagement. Trust in strangers and institutions does not need to be mediated by civic engagement, though it has some influence. There is a weak but direct relationship between regular engagement with the media and both trust in strangers and trust in service institutions. There is also a weak but direct relationship between regular volunteering and trust in strangers. These results support Putnam's argument that civic engagement and associational membership teaches one to generalise trust to those unknown. Presumably, being with others allows people to exchange information about the trustworthiness or reliability of institutions they may have dealt with, just as engaging with the media does.
However, regular engagement in personal activity and participation in democratic activity has no effect on the development of any type of trust.
There is support for the hypothesis that trust is generalisable. There was a strong and direct relationship between trust in family and friends and trust in strangers. There is also support for the hypothesis that citizens who trust strangers extend their trust to government institutions, particularly institutions that provide service at the community level. There is a strong and direct relationship between trust in strangers and trust in service institutions. It is also interesting that trust in family and friends has a direct effect on the development of trust in service institutions. Institutions such as schools, hospitals, police and fire brigades are visible in our communities, and demonstrably share the interests of the community by giving help and support at the local level. Figure 1 suggests that trust in institutions, like the Tax Office, is shaped by the trust we have generalised to strangers and trust in service institutions.
It is of note that there is no direct relationship between any of the civic engagement indices and trust in 'political' institutions like the Tax Office. This partly supports Putnam's more recent statements that trust in government is not the same as social trust -that is, it is not developed through civic engagement. However, in this study we found evidence of a direct relationship between engagement with the media and service institutions, although it is weak. This finding extends Putnam's original social capital thesis, demonstrating that trust in institutions is partly affected by social capital factors. The strongest predictor of trust in the Tax Office was trust in service institutions, and to a lesser extent trust in strangerssupport for the hypothesis that trust is generalised.
Government institutions like the Tax Office are more remote from the local community and are not as recognisable in the community as those in the service institutions. However, our findings suggest that people understand and support the role 'political' institutions like the Tax Office play and generalise trust to them. These findings support the hypothesis that trust is generalisable, not just to strangers but also to the impersonal others in the institutions of government, particularly those institutions providing services at the local community level. These findings suggest that the ways in which citizens relate to government institutions are influenced by the ways in which they relate to strangers.
The goodness-of-fit indices for the regular civic engagement and trust model are presented in Table 5 . According to modification indices, the adding or deleting of paths could not improve the model. There was no evidence of multicollinearity. Cross validation was undertaken through splitting the sample randomly into two equal groups. No significant differences emerged between the samples in the results of the factor analysis, the correlations and the structural equation model. 
Discussion and conclusion
While partial support is provided for Putnam's thesis, this does not seem to be the main story of institutional trust. Civic engagement and associational membership has some effect on the building of trust in strangers and trust in government institutions and abstract systems, but the effect is limited. Where there is an effect, it is activity specific.
Participation in civic activities in the forms of volunteering and engagement with the news may teach us to trust unfamiliar others by giving us some of the information we need to form opinions about the reliability or trustworthiness of others.
What these results suggest is that trust in family and friends is more important in the development of generalised trust in strangers and government institutions such as the Tax
Office. Trusting those we know intimately has a profound influence on how much trust we extend to those we do not know. It appears that the generalisation of trust works like ripples in a pond -the ripples are stronger at the source (the family), move out over a wide distance and envelop all they contact (friends, acquaintances, strangers and impersonal others) but decrease in strength as they extend further out over the pond (to those less visible government institutions like the Tax Office). Strength at the source makes the ripples stronger and able to spread across a greater distance -there is generalised or bridging trust. Weaker ripples at source reduce the distance the ripples cover, and there is less bridging trust.
Trust in political institutions such as the Tax Office develops because we trust in our local service institutions and we trust local service institutions because we trust in strangers. We have learned to do that through trusting intimate others. The service institutions represented in this research all operate at local level, familiar enough for people to feel they know them and share their interests. The 'thick' trust we develop at the horizontal level in family, friends and co-workers, enables us to extend or generalise trust to those we do not know, at both the horizontal level (strangers) and the vertical level (government institutions). We generalise trust to government institutions because we relate to the impersonal others in these institutions in the way we relate to any other stranger, through our shared interests. However, the finding of the importance of service institutions flags a possible caveat. If there is reason to doubt the existence of mutual interests, or perhaps in the face of evidence of corruption in government, the trust 'ripple' is likely to be interrupted. This question is an important one to be addressed in future research.
In summary, these findings confirm the importance of family and close acquaintance in the development of trust -the affective factor in trust. They have also opened up the possibility of cognitive factors playing a role in the development of trust through support for Putnam's thesis that engagement in the affairs of one's community builds generalised or social trust. The main finding, however, is that people do relate to institutions like the Tax Office on a subjective basis in that they generalise 'thick' trust to government institutions which one might think involved at best 'thin' trust. It remains plausible that people have trust in government institutions, not just confidence in an abstract system. This is not to deny that people may still view institutions as abstract systems in which they have confidence. In testing the relevance of trust in institutions, this research draws attention to trust of a more relational kind. People seem to see institutions as part of their social relationships and extend trust from significant others to these institutions. Both affective and cognitive factors need to be recognised as having a part to play in the development and maintenance of the trust relationship.
Our findings raise the question of whether it is predominantly subjective or affective factors at play in the development of trust in strangers and impersonal others, including those in institutions such as the Tax Office. It is unlikely that affective and cognitive components of trust define different kinds of trust. It seems more likely that trust, whether it is in the family or in the Tax Office, combines the affect that comes with a sense of belonging and feeling safe with the cognitions of knowing what has happened in the past (see V. Braithwaite's work [1998] on trust norms). If trust in institutions has its roots in trust that has developed in the family and with those we are close to, these data put forward another model of trust: we generalise trust and extend it to strangers until we have knowledge from our experiences with that person or others that it would be a risk to us to continue to give that trust.
What is the relevance of the findings of this study for government and its institutions?
Encouraging people to become civically engaged may have only the smallest of parts to play in building trust and social capital. It appears that affective trust has a major role in building trust. At a more fundamental level, this research demonstrates why. Government institutions such as the Tax Office begin their task with benefits accrued through generalised trust, trust that is already in place between citizens and between the community and the institutions of government. Citizens extend this trust to government institutions presumably because they believe the community and government institutions have shared interests. The groups to which we belong, and in which we find our identity and feel pride, can extend from the intimate (being part of a family) to the superordinate (being Australian) (see Taylor, 2003; Rawlings, 2003) . To be seen as trustworthy, government institutions need to behave in a way that nurtures and facilitates the generalised trust that citizens have for each other. They can do this by behaving in a fair and just manner, demonstrating that they share the same ethical standards and values as the community. As well as trying to build confidence in the systems of government, institutions need to remember that trust is also a factor because citizens see institutions as part of their social relationships and identify with the impersonal others who work in government institutions.
Institutions which 'behave' in a way that suggests they do not trust members of the community, or in ways which favour one group in the community over another, immediately jeopardise the basic trust relationship (see V. Braithwaite, 2003c) . We have seen this with the tax scheme investors in Murphy's study (2003; see also Murphy, 2002) .
Not only is behaviour that jeopardises the trust relationship ineffective but it undermines the trust relationship and the legitimacy of the tax system.
The findings of this study are important in building a bridge between research that focuses on building capacity (education, social welfare) and research that focuses on regulating society (for example, taxation, policing). The data presented in this paper show that trust in the institutions of government has its basis in the trust that develops in the homes, schools and workplaces. If homes, schools and workplaces fail to provide security for individuals or fail to provide safe space where individuals can learn to trust, there is very little likelihood they will trust institutions of government.
